The changes in subjective wellbeing experienced following negative life events can be buffered by various types of resources. In the present article, we compare the influences of material, religious, social and personality resources using the Swiss Household Panel (SHP) in a unified framework. Fixed effects regression models are estimated for four negative life events: separation, death of a closely related person, unemployment and disability. Buffering effects are estimated by interacting time since the event with the amount of resources. Religious resources show the strongest buffering whereas material resources do not seem to buffer consequences of negative life events. Social and personality resources present mixed results.
Introduction
Individuals experience changing levels of subjective well-being (SWB) throughout their lifetime (Diener et al. 2003) .
Several theoretical frameworks have been developed to derive meaning from these findings. For instance, the setpoint theory (Lykken and Tellegen 1996) states that the level of happiness 1 of individuals oscillates around a certain level, which is considered to be largely biologically driven (Lucas 2007) . In that context, any gap vis-à-vis individual set-point is expected to attenuate and ultimately disappear. However, this theoretical framework has proved incapable of fully integrating recent empirical findings (Clark and Oswald 2002 , Headey 2008 , Anusic et al. 2014b ,
showing that life events such as long-term unemployment, widowhood or handicap have a long-lasting impact on happiness. These life events influence SWB not only immediately after the event, but the average level of SWB fails to return to its original level, a phenomenon known as the scarring effect. In an integrative attempt to list the effects of various life events on SWB, Luhmann et al. (2012) performed a meta-analysis using longitudinal data, which observe the reaction and adaptation to four family events (marriage, divorce, bereavement, child birth) and four work events (unemployment, reemployment, retirement, relocation/migration) . The findings show a comparable pattern for the different life events (drop or increase of SWB after the event followed by a recovery process). However, the magnitude of the effects on SWB and the time of recovery differ strongly between the different events.
The more recent literature focuses increasingly on the heterogeneity in individuals' reaction to the same event.
Originally emanating from stress literature (see e.g. Wills 1985, Lazarus and Folkman 1987) , a growing body of literature addresses how different resources buffer the relation between negative life events and individuals' SWB (Boyce and Wood 2011 , Lechner et al. 2013 , Anusic and Lucas 2014 . The present article adds to this literature on buffering effects. The contribution is threefold: first, we propose an integrative and interdisciplinary framework that allows us to compare resources that are different in nature regarding their capacity to buffer negative life events.
Second, we bring a contribution to the ongoing debates on the buffering effects of various resources. Third, we lay some stones in understanding the conditions for a resource to be a buffer.
In this study, we use data from the Swiss Household Panel (SHP). The Swiss context was already studied by Anusic et al. (2014) who confirmed scarring effect in the case of unemployment, widowhood and disability, but did not address buffering effects. Using fixed effects regression models, we take a longitudinal perspective that exploits variation in SWB of individuals over time. We analyze how individuals with more resources recover compared to individuals with fewer resources when facing separation, death of a closely related person, unemployment and disability. The present paper is organized as follows: section 2 presents the conceptual framework and the literature review, section 3 the data, section 4 the methods of analysis, section 5 the results, and section 6 discusses the results
We conclude in section 7.
Conceptual framework and literature review
categories: material, religious, social and personality resources. The same structure will be used for the empirical analysis.
Material resources: material resources are defined in this study as monetary resources, either as a stock, i.e. wealth or as a flow i.e. income. According to Cummins (2000) , the true power of wealth is to protect SWB by using money as a highly flexible resource that allows people to defend themselves against the negative consequences of a harmful situation. While it has been shown that income and wealth have separate direct effects on SWB , only one study seems to be directly tackling the buffering effect of material resources for discrete life events. This was performed by Smith et al. (2005) who showed that, in a US-American context, wealth (measured as net household financial wealth) provided a safety net that enabled quicker recovery in terms of happiness for people becoming handicapped. 2 Religious resources: Religiousness is a multifaceted concept comprising cognitive, affective, behavioral, and social components, which may all be differently related to mental health and SWB (Hackney and Sanders 2003) . The literature looking into the effects of religion usually distinguishes religious attendance, which is measured by the frequency of visiting a religious place or service from religiosity, which represents the self-appraisal of the level at which the respondent considers himself or herself religious (Joshanloo and Weijers 2016) . Following the distinction of Cummins (2000) , the former is mostly an external resource whereas the latter is rather an internal resource.
Although the direct effects of religiousness on SWB have been widely studied with many interpretations given (see Lechner et al. 2013 , for a review) and seem to be mainly positive (Lawler-Row and Elliott 2009), the buffering effects of religiousness on SWB for individuals facing discrete life events have rarely been assessed (Wink et al. 2005) 3 . Kidwai et al. (2014) show in a cross-sectional study in East Baltimore (USA), that, in the case of separation or disability, religious attendance and spirituality did not modify the association between negative events and affective well-being. In some rare studies, religiousness even reinforced the impact of certain family related stressors that conflict with values promoted by religious groups (Strawbridge et al. 1998) .
Social resources: social support is a wide term with multiple conceptualizations. It can include different types of socialization and various levels of proximity such as family, friends, colleagues or community. Social resources are considered as external resources by Cummins and Nistico (2002) . The direct positive effects of social support on happiness are largely documented (see e. g. Diener and Oishi 2005) . Although acknowledged in the stress literature (see for instance Brandt 1984) , the buffering effects of social resources mostly fail to find echo in studies of discrete events on SWB. 4 Greene and Feld (1989) found no buffering effects of social support on happiness for women facing widowhood. Neither did Doeglas et al (1994) on psychological well-being in the case of disability. A study of Neugebauer and Katz (2004) shows no moderating effect of emotional support on affective well-being after individuals became disabled. A study by Anusic and Lucas (2014) examining the effect of social support on widowhood in three longitudinal datasets (GSOEP, BHPS, HILDA) is the closest to our approach. The analysis revealed no buffering effect of social support on life satisfaction. In contrast to the direct effects of social support on happiness, there is so thus no empirical evidence for buffering effects for SWB. This is in line with a study by Kornblith et al. (2001) , who analyzed the effects of social support as a buffer for stressful events. The study found that life events and social support have independent effects on the emotional state (additive model), rather than social support mitigating the influence of life events on the emotional state (buffering model).
Personality resources: personality often refers to individual differences in characteristic patterns of thinking, feeling and behaving. Personality is considered as an internal resource (Robb et al. 2008 ). In the literature, it is usually measured by the Big Five personality traits (openness to experience, conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness, and neuroticism) developed by Costa and McCrae (1992) . Although there is a rather clear consensus around the main effects of personality on happiness 5 (see for instance Ford et al. 2016) , studies looking into the buffering effects fail to show a clear picture. Boyce and Wood (2011) suggest that agreeableness is associated with more complete adaptation of life satisfaction to disability. Moreover, highly conscientious people seem to be more affected by unemployment than their less conscientious counterparts (Boyce et al. 2010) . These findings failed to be replicated with other data. Yap et al. (2012) , Anusic et al. (2014a) and Pocnet et al. (2016) show no particular buffering effects of the Big Five personality on the respondents' SWB to major life events such as widowhood or unemployment.
Summing up the literature on buffering effects of various resources on SWB, one can observe several shortcomings. First, although the effects of different life events have been considered within the same meta-study (e.g. Luhmann et al. 2012) or various coping strategies towards life events have been compared (Satija et al. 1998) , the buffering effects of various resources on SWB have, to our knowledge, never been compared. Rather, most studies focus on one resource and one event. Second, the measures and the scales related to well-being are almost as numerous as the number of studies. Third, the different types of data and statistical methods complicate the comparison of different resources and events across studies further. Finally, evidence about these effects are mixed: although the main effects of these resources seem to be indisputable, the presence of buffering effects either fail to gather any consensus (e.g. personality or religiousness) or are tackled in too few studies or in studies that are too different to observe any pattern (e.g. wealth). This fragmentations and lack of standardization makes it virtually impossible to compare the relative importance of the buffering effects of the different resources presented above. The heterogeneity of the studies can partly be explained by epistemological reasons and academic specialization: although cross-fertilization of disciplines exists, wealth is mostly a resource of choice for economists, social support and religiousness for sociologists, personality for psychologists. Although these resources are intrinsically different, they can be compared if one is to adopt a utilitarian perspective and look at the effects after negative life events.
Study design and data
The goal of the present paper is to shed an integrative and comparative light on buffering effects identified in the literature and thus to partially tackle the identified shortcomings. We study the effects of various resources present in the literature holding life events, the measure of well-being, the data source and the method of analysis constant. The 5 Among personality traits, extraversion and neuroticism are usually found to predict happiness best. main objective of the study is to compare the capacity of different resources to buffer negative life events. The detailed explanation of the mechanism for each resource and event falls out of the scope of the present work. A secondary objective is to offer a new light on the effects that fail to gather consensus, either because of existing disagreements (e.g. personality traits) or because too few studies exist, as in the case of wealth.
Data
We use data of the Swiss Household Panel (SHP), an ongoing household and person survey, which started in 1999 and is representative for the Swiss residential population. Data is collected through yearly telephone interviews (CATI). The initial sample in 1999 included 7,799 individuals from 14 years on (from 5,074 households). households (1,909 individuals), and the third sample 2,425 households (3,809 individuals). In total, 28,101 individuals have ever responded to the individual questionnaire. Details on the study design, response and attrition can be found in Tillmann et al. (2016) .
Variables
As a measure of SWB, we use overall satisfaction with life, measured on an 11-point scale. The question is the following: "In general, how satisfied are you with your life, if 0 means 'not at all satisfied' and 10 means 'completely satisfied'?". This is a well-established measure validated by various studies. By focusing on cognitive well-being rather than on affective well-being, effects of life-events on well-being should be stronger (Luhmann et al. 2012) . In the rest of the study we focus on life satisfaction.
As life events, we select discrete negative life events that are present in the literature and that are experienced by a sufficient number of individuals in the SHP. This means we leave out continuous events such as illness that would make the identification of the time of the event and the recovery harder. Four events qualify for this study: separation, death of a closely related person, unemployment and disability. Table 1 explains the details of the coding for the four events. Individuals may have experienced multiple. The rarest event is disability (N=845). Separation (N=1,066) and unemployment (N=1,288) are somewhat more frequent. Death of a closely related person (N=29,017) is by far the most common event studied here. This has consequences for the statistical analysis, as the same effect size is more likely to appear significant for events that are more frequently experienced. It is therefore crucial to take account of the effect sizes of the different models.
We selected four types of resources broken down into 13 items: material resources (wealth and income), religious resources (religious attendance, feeling religious, feeling spiritual), social resources (emotional support, number of friends, frequency of contact with friends) 6 and personality resources (conscientiousness, openness, agreeableness, extraversion, neuroticism). The measurement and coding of each resource is described in Table 2 in detail. Because we include buffering effects as interactions into our models, we measure each resource either as a dichotomous (two groups) or continuous variable to limit the complexity of the model. Moreover, we standardize continuous variables, so that each resource is coded within the range of 0 to 1. The question wordings for all variables and descriptive statistics of the variables are listed in the appendix. Table 2 about here According to our definition, buffers facilitate the recovery after negative life events. However, a given event may impact the resource itself. For example, the death of a closely related person will directly impact the personal network or might increase religious attendance. In this study, we are interested in the protective potential of resources, rather than in the variability of resources over time. We therefore construct the resources as time-invariant variables per event. 7 Preferably, the amount of resources is measured before the occurrence of the event to assure that the resources are not endogenous to the event. As the resources measured shortly before the event might be influenced by anticipation of the event, we chose two years before the event as the preferred measurement point for resources. This point is relatively close to the event, but unlikely to be affected by anticipation effects. However, in some cases, the buffering variable has not been measured two years before the event either because of non-response, because the question has not been asked in the respective wave, or because the individual was not yet in the sample.
We use a sequential procedure to reduce the number of missing values. If possible, we rely on previous measures (from three or more years before the event are available). If no earlier measure is available, we substitute missing resources with measures from one year before the event. However, variables for certain resources (wealth, religious feelings, spiritual feelings, personality) have only been collected in recent years (see Table 2 ), so that we do not have sufficient cases that were measured before the event. These resources are measured either before or after the event, but held stable for each individual and event.
Sample selection
We carry out separate analysis for each event and each buffer, which means that we have 52 different regression models (4 events, 13 resources). The analytic sample for each model is composed of individuals who have experienced the selected event during one of the available panel waves, for whom we know the year of occurrence of the event, and for whom we measured the level of the resource. We analyse data from two years before the event (t=-6 There has been a change in the questionnaire. The yearly questions on relatives (available from 1999-2010) has been replaced by separate questions for children, father, mother, siblings and other relatives every three years (in 2013 and 2016) . This is why we selected friends as indicators. However, using an alternative measure for the entire network gives similar empirical results. The change in the questionnaire concerns also the measure of emotional support (see appendix). 7 If there are multiple events, the buffer variable may vary between the events.
2) to two years after the event (t=2). 8 The number of cases varies strongly between models, depending on the event and the resource studied (between 418 and 10,431 individuals).
Framework of analysis
Due to the diversity of resources, events and the mixed results in literature, we do not formulate explicit hypotheses.
Rather, we use several classifications to structure the interpretation of empirical results. First of all, we distinguish work-related events (disability, unemployment) and family-related events (separation, death of a close person).
Another difference is that we consider death and disability as more exogenous than separation and unemployment, which can be at least partially influenced by individual choices. Moreover, we distinguish internal resources (personality 9 , feeling religious, feeling spiritual) from external resources (material resources, social resources, religious attendance).
Methods of analysis
Fixed-effects (FE) regressions are performed to assess the differences between the two groups for the selected events and buffering resources. The dependent variable is life satisfaction. As independent variables, we include the level of resources and time to event. Time is measured by 5 dummy variables: two waves before the event (t=-2), one wave before the event (t=-1), first wave after the event (t=0, 0-12 month after the event), second wave after the event (t=1, 12-24 month after the event), third wave after the event (t=2, 24-36 month after the event). The resource variable either distinguishes two groups or is continuous and scaled to values between 0 and 1. Buffering effects are measured by interacting time to event and the resource variable.
FE regressions exploit the change in life satisfaction over time and do not compare the level of life satisfaction of different groups of individuals (main effects) (see Clark et al. 2008 for a more detailed description of the approach).
To measure buffering effects, we compare life satisfaction after the event to the level two years before the event (reference category). 10 We do not discuss the impact shortly after the event (t=0), but focus on the longer-term adaptation at least 12 month after the event (t=1 and t=2). The interaction coefficient between a given resource and the years after a given shows the buffering effect of the resource. A positive buffering effect occurs if individuals with many resources have a smaller drop in life satisfaction than individuals with few resources (compared to two years before the event). However, a significant negative interaction coefficient indicates an aggravating effect rather than a buffering effect.
It has to be noted that the power of the presented analysis is limited even if a considerable number of individuals (at least 845) experienced the events. Firstly, not all resources could be measured for all individuals. Especially, information on psychological resources is often missing, because they were measured only in 2015. Second, not the entire sample that experienced the event is still observed one and two years later. For example, among the 1,075 individuals who experienced a separation, only a subsample is still observed and separated in the following years (n=758 at t=1, n=537 at t=2). A considerable buffering effect is therefore necessary to obtain a significant interaction effect. Third, the measurement of interaction effects is more demanding on sample size than main effects. Finally, also the estimation of FE models requires a relatively large sample (see e.g. Bollen and Brand 2010) . This is, because only a small part of variation of variables (only the variance within individuals) is exploited in the model. Due to these power considerations and in order to compare the different regression models, we include only time dummies and the level of resources into the model. To assure comparability of the models, we do not include eventspecific control groups of individuals who did not experience the event either. Control variables and control groups are crucial to estimate main effect of life events, but are less important for buffering effects, which are the focus of this study.
Considering that we test buffering effects of 13 different resources, the type I error rate is increased by multiple testing. As a sensitivity analysis, we have therefore also used an alternative procedure that takes account of repeated comparisons (Benjamini and Hochberg 1995) . Although there were a few differences for effects that are close to the level of significance, both methods identify the same buffering effects and do not affect the main conclusions. 11 The repeated testing presents an additional reason (besides the variation in sample sizes) to focus not only at the significance level but also at the effect size.
Empirical results

Overview of the results
The regression coefficients of the buffering effects are presented in Table 3 , which shows the interaction term of the buffering variable with the time variable (one and two years after the event compared to two years before the event).
The complete results of the 52 regression models are presented in the Appendix. The coefficient shows how the drop in life satisfaction differs between individuals with higher resources and individuals with lower resources. The coefficients can be interpreted in terms of changes in life satisfaction. A positive coefficient indicates a buffering effect of the resource studied and means that individuals with high resources have experienced a smaller drop in life satisfaction than individuals with lower resources. A negative coefficient implies that the resource considered does not buffer the negative effects of the event, but rather reinforces the drop in life satisfaction. Because these 11 The Benjamini-Hochberg procedure controls the proportion of significant results that are misleadingly positive. For the analysis, we defined 13 repeated measures and a false discovery rate of 0.2 following the recommendations by McDonald (2014) . Three aggravating effects, that are significant at a 0.05 p-value, are not significant according to the Benjamini-Hochberg procedure. In contrast, two additional aggravating effects become significant. Both methods identify the same significant buffering effects. coefficients refer only to the interaction term and not to the main effect, a negative coefficient does not mean that the resource is detrimental per se for life satisfaction. Table 3 about here The number of significant buffers changes according to the event: disability and unemployment are the most buffered while death of a closely related person and separation appear the least buffered. The effect sizes of the significant variables are considerably smaller for death of a closely related person (significant effect are 0.1 points in life satisfaction or stronger) compared to the other events (at least 0.5 points in life satisfaction). This can be explained by the much higher sample size in the case of death. The strongest buffering effects are observed in the case of disability (1.5 points in life satisfaction for agreeableness), and in the case of unemployment, where those with higher religious attendance lose 0.8 points less in life satisfaction than those with lower religious attendance.
The strongest aggravating effect is also found for unemployment, where the most neurotic individuals lose 2.1 points more in life satisfaction than the least neurotic individuals. It should also be noted that the coefficients have a different meaning for continuous resource variables (wealth, income, number of friends, contact with friends, personality measures) than for dichotomous variables. For the former, the interaction compares the maximum and minimum level of resources. For the later, the interaction compares the two groups. It is therefore possible to compare effect sizes of different events, but not of different resources. Although each event is somewhat influenced by some of the resources considered in the study, one needs to look at each interaction in order to provide some elements of understanding. Some significant effects are illustrated graphically to depict the evolution for two groups (with high and low resources) for a given resource. After a brief overview of the findings, we discuss the results by type of resource in more detail.
Results per type of resource
Material resources: wealth and income do not show any buffering effects for the events considered. However, there are two aggravating effects. Wealthy individuals facing separation recover more slowly than less wealthy individuals. Similarly, high income individuals experience take longer to adapt to a of death of a closely related person (cf. Figure 1 ).
Fig. 1
Predicted life satisfaction for different life events and material resources Note: The buffering effects are assessed by comparing predicted life satisfaction one and two years after the event to life satisfaction two years before the event. Y-scales are model-specific. Source: SHP 1999 Religious resources: religious resources present a rather consistent picture: this type of resource offers a buffering effect in the case of a death of a closely related person, unemployment and disability and an aggravating effect in the case of separation (cf. Figure 2 ). Social resources: only one buffer effect appears in the case of emotional support and unemployment. Moreover, the item 'number of friends' seems to have a negative effect for death of a closely related person, unemployment and disability. In the case of death of a closely related person, every item is negatively related to change in life satisfaction (cf. Figure 3 ). Figure 4 for unemployment). Agreeableness is a buffer in the case of disability. 
Discussion
The two work-related effects (disability and unemployment) are more buffered by the various resources than the two family related events (separation and death of a closely related person). Moreover, family-related events show some aggravating effects. However, due to the contrasted picture of the effects per type of resource, focusing on the events without looking at the nature of the resource at hand cannot provide a satisfactory framework. It is necessary to look into more details at the specific interactions between events and resources.
Material resources
In this study, material resources, whether in the form of wealth or in the form of income, did not buffer the effects of life events. Possibly, buffering is not captured through this sample size and particular dataset. One could imagine that material resources would make unemployment less stressful and disability easier to cope with. Yet, this is not what we observe. A possible explanation can be found within the Swiss context, where the protective social security system may alleviate financial strain after these events. It should also be kept in mind that our study focuses on resources as a stable characteristic and we do not analyze how wealth or income is changed by the event. In the case of death of a closely related person, high-income earners even experience a more substantial drop than low-income individuals. We observe the same pattern for high wealth individuals who experience a longer lasting drop in life satisfaction following separation. A rather "mechanical" explanation is that high income earners have a higher level of happiness and therefore more to lose. For instance, those with higher income might have a more brutal loss in terms of income or meaningful activity following disability. 12 As for high wealth people, possible quarrels and dissatisfaction around sharing can only occur for those who have something to share. In that regard, one can understand that in spite of positive main effects of income and wealth, these resources can somewhat become a burden in harsh times.
Religious resources
Although religious resources appear as the most frequent buffer, they are not universal as can be observed in the case of separation. One could think that social support is what matters the most in attending religious services. When comparing with the effects of social support, one has to revise and refute that hypothesis. The significant and strong effects of religious and spiritual feelings show that there is more to religion than the social network. The benefits of religion seem to be related to feeling religious and making sense of encountered difficulties when facing an uncontrollable event. This buffering function of religion is partly in line with what was observed by early 20 th century sociologists. Spiritual and religious practices offer a transcendental time that Emile Durkheim calls "sacred time", a time apart from the "profane time" that individuals live most of their lives in. Weber (1963) refers to the religious needs as "the metaphysical necessities of the spirit". Religion makes it possible to make sense ex post of the events that the individual is facing and to rebuild (nachbilden) these reasons. In that sense, Weber shows the rationality there is in attending church and of religious beliefs as attested by the frequency of use of terms such as Rationalisierung or Durchrationalisierung in his writings about religion.
A leaning toward traditional values might bring a religious or moral sanction together with the separation. A stable relationship is highly valued by most religious groups and separation is often condemned by explicit or tacit rules. In that context, religion acts as an aggravator, making things temporally worse for the given person. 13 This is somewhat in line with Strawbridge et al. (1998) who show that in some cases, religion could have aggravating effects when the event studied was against the norms conveyed by religious groups. A person recently separated might suffer not only from the separation but also for not living according to the social norms in his or her environment, whereas the person attending religious services less frequently would feel less stigmatized. This is congruent with the fact that the only item which acts as an aggravator during separation is 'religious attendance', and not 'feeling religious' or 'feeing spiritual'.
Social resources
The various items respond differently to the life events considered, which confirms that social support is not a unidimensional concept (Costanza et al. 1988 ). These effects appear both negative and positive, a phenomenon also observed by Calicchia and Graham (2006) who showed that, depending on the context, a given resource can be both a support or a stressor. Only one positive effect can be observed: emotional support helps coping with unemployment. Next, a few patterns emerge. First, social resources have no significant effect in the case of separation. Possibly, the pros and cons of each item counterbalance each other. For instance, having social support can be of great help to prevent depression, but can also be a burden during a transitional phase. Further, the network is more important for individuals with many friends than for individuals with fewer close friends, both in terms of contact and in terms of image. Any loss in that network, e.g. by losing an important person in the case of bereavement or by losing professional contacts in the case of unemployment and disability would degrade life satisfaction more strongly for people for whom the personal network is important.
Finally, it is rather striking that not only the number of friends, but also emotional support and the frequency of contact with friends seem to reinforce the negative effects following the loss of a closely related person. People with these forms of support experience a longer lasting drop in life satisfaction compared to their less social counterparts, even if the effect is modest (drop in life satisfaction is 0.1 points stronger one year after the event). A first reason is that some of the people reporting the most social support may have lost their most cherished person. In that sense, as in the case of high income and high wealth individuals, this group of higher support has more to lose in terms of social support. A possible related explanation is that this group of pro-social people typically experience higher levels of happiness and they simply drop from a higher level, as can be seen in Figure 2 . Accordingly, the potential impact of bereavement is lower for those who have already a lower life satisfaction because they lack social support even before the occurrence of the event. More fundamentally, bereavement has been called a "social network crisis" (Stylianos and Vachon 1993) . Rook (1984) significantly contributed to the investigation of the negative sides of social interaction. These undesired secondary effects can be of several natures, such as such as overprotection, loss of self-esteem or bad relationships. In the case of social support for the elderly, Sakata (1997) writes that there "may be unfavorable forms of support, for example, overprotection, reinforcement of health-damaging behavior, or assistance given on demanding and debilitation terms" (p.31). Depending on the cases, the adjustment process of individuals can be improved (e.g., intimate relationships) or impeded (e.g., dependency-sustaining relationships).
The possible negative effect of close friends during bereavement is explicitly stated by Van Baarsen (2002): "the presence of close friends, however, seemed to increase emotional and social loneliness (i.e., decrease perceived support) in the long term, particularly among bereaved participants with lower self-esteem."
Personality resources
The negative influence of neuroticism in case of death of a closely related person and unemployment (cf. Figure 4) can easily be explained, as the tendencies to respond with negative emotions to threat, frustration, or loss are part of the very definition and operationalization of neuroticism. The difficultly in coping with difficult events for neurotic individuals has been shown elsewhere (see e.g. Taylor and Stanton 2007) . Neurotic individuals might have more troubles when facing a difficult event. While these reactions have been proved in the case of depression, we show here effect of this trait on SWB. Regarding disability, the only personality item that positively matters is agreeableness (cf. Figure 4) . This personality trait is related to the development of harmonious relationships with others, which could explain why this helps individuals recovering better. Furthermore, some effects are large but not significant at the 5% level due to the relatively small sample size for personality resources. This concerns a negative effect for agreeableness in the case of separation (effect of -1.1 at t=2, n=618) and conscientiousness in the case of unemployment (effect of -1.0 at t=1, n=639). It will be worth testing these influences with larger samples. The negative effect of conscientiousness in the case of unemployment is in line with what has been reported by Boyce et al. (2010) as the "dark side of conscientiousness". Finally, Yap et al. (2012) do not find any buffering effect of personality traits on widowhood and unemployment. The present study is in line with these findings as far as extraversion and openness are concerned.
What makes a resource a buffer?
The unified framework makes possible a reflection upon the circumstances under which a given resource acts as a buffer. Resources that help individuals to cope with negative life events seem to be mostly internal, have no undesirable effects and to be not directly affected by the event. First, the predominant positive effect of internal resources versus external resources seems to indicate that coping is mostly internal and mostly derived from spiritual or positive attitudes. As depicted by the spirituality resource, it seems to be a matter of how to integrate a hurtful event into a new meaningful framework. In contrast, external resources, such as income, wealth or the social network mostly fail to ease the recovery of adverse events in spite of main (positive) effects reported in the literature. Second, resources might be particularly helpful for some events but have undesirable effects on others. For example, religion buffers the consequences of the loss of a closely related person, unemployment and disability, but, in the case of religious attendance, has adverse effect on separation. Similarly, emotional support seems to help in the case of unemployment, but not in the case of death of a close person. Therefore, resources cannot be simply tagged as 'positive' or 'negative' but need to be contextualized. Finally, limited buffering effect or even aggravating can occur if the resource itself is affected by the event. For instance, the loss of a closely related person, will likely result in losses in the intimate network and entail a 'social network crisis'. People with a dense social network experience a higher drop than people that are less socially active. Generally speaking, the category of people with more resources always has more to lose.
Conclusion
This study estimated buffering effects of various resources for four different negative life events. Rather than studying levels of well-being, we take a longitudinal perspective and analyze how SWB changes following the events. Religion-related items show the most buffering, except in the case of separation, where religious attendance has a negative effect. Material resources are not able to buffer the events studied here. Results for the buffering effects of social resources are mixed. Finally, in terms of personality traits, few effects appear for neuroticism and agreeableness. Overall, we find that internal resources are more helpful for individuals to recover from negative life events than external resources such as income, wealth and the social network.
We observe the drop and recovery in life satisfaction not as a mere product of external consequences but rather as discrepancies between external conditions and individual resources. If one cannot prevent the various events studied in this study to happen, being aware of the resources that facilitate the recovery, can help to protect the resources that matter in communities and societies. As pointed out by Cassel (1976, p.121) in the case of social support, "it seems more feasible to attempt to improve and strengthen [the social supports] rather than reduce the exposure to stressors."
At the same time, our results suggest that external resources, which are the most variable over time and the most influenceable -such as material resources or the social network -do not help to recover from negative life events.
The resources which show the strongest buffering effects are deeply rooted in persons and rather stable over time, such as the personality or spirituality. This entails that for individuals, and even more so for policymakers, direct interventions for a better protection against the negative consequences of the life events studied are difficult.
Knowledge on the buffering effects can however help to better understand the heterogeneity in reactions to negative life events and to identify vulnerable persons in this respect.
In order to push further the current analyses and to possibly increase significance of certain effects, future work requires larger datasets that can include additional control variables, address the interrelation of the different resources and study the effect of experiencing multiple events. Moreover, future work could test whether and how the event impacts the resources themselves.
Table 1
Description of the criteria of selection and the number of cases of life events Individuals who worked (at t=-1) and stopped working either for reasons of disability (self-declared) or started receiving a disability pension (at t=0). Only the first transition to disability per individual is considered, because several individuals switch back and forth between employment and being disabled. After the event (at t=-1 and t=-2), observations where individuals were working are excluded. 
2000-2016
Religious resources
Religious attendance Two groups: 1. attend a religious event less than once a month (low attendance) 2. attend a religious event at least once a month (high attendance). -2009,2012,2015 Feeling religious Two groups: 1. do not feel religious or feel moderately religious (low religious) 2. feel quite or very religious (high religious).
1999
2012,2015
Feeling spiritual Two groups 1. feel spiritual or feel moderately spiritual (low spiritual) 2. feel quite or very spiritual (high spiritual).
Social resources
Emotional support Two groups: 1. strong emotional support from at least one person (at least 9 on a scale from 0 to 10) 2. no strong support from at least one person. 1999-2010, 2013, 2016 Number of friends Continuous variable, top-coded at 12. Since 2013, the variable is collected in categories. 3-5 friends have been coded as 4 friends, 6-10 friends as 8 friends, and more than 10 friends as 12 friends. 1999-2010, 2013, 2016 Frequency of contact with friends Continuous variable, topcoded at 30 (daily contacts). 1999-2010, 2013, 2016 Personality resources: Big Five scale
Conscientious-ness Self-assessment through three questions (additive scale) 2015
Openness Self-assessment through three questions (additive scale) 2015
Agreeableness Self-assessment through three questions(additive scale) 2015 
Appendix for Comparison of buffering effects for negative life events
Questions and response categories, definition of income Income: Sum of total household income from labour earnings, private transfers, public transfers, social security pensions, imputed rental value and asset income minus total household taxes and health insurance premiums. Household member's needs are equivalized according to the modified OECD scale: household head: 1, household members 14 years or older: 0.5, household members 13 years or younger: 0.3.
Wealth: Total household wealth. Sum of value of owner occupied housing and other wealth.
Religious attendance:
Question: "How frequently do you take part in religious services? " Open response categories.
Feel religious:
Question: "All in all, how religious would you consider yourself to be?" Response categories: Not at all, not very much, moderately, quite, or very religious?
Feel spiritual:
Question: "Putting aside whether or not you would describe yourself as a religious person, how spiritual would you say you are? " Response categories: Not at all, not very much, moderately, quite, or very spiritual?
Emotional support
Question asked to individuals who say to have friends, neighbours with whom respondents are on good terms and enjoy a close relationship, colleagues and acquaintances, or family members. There are separate questions for each type of network members. Question: "And to what extent can these friends (neighbours, colleagues and acquaintances, family members) be available in case of need and show understanding, by talking with you for example, if 0 means "not at all" and 10 "a great deal"?" In 2013 and 2016, questions the question is asked for different family members separately (mother, father, siblings, other important family ties), rather than for family members in general (1999) (2000) (2001) (2002) (2003) (2004) (2005) (2006) (2007) (2008) (2009) (2010) .
Number of friends:
Question: "How many good and close friends do you have?" Open response categories 1999-2010. Response categories (since 2013): 0 friends, 1 friend, 2 friends, 2-5 friends, 6-10 friends, more than 10 friends.
Frequency of contact with friends:
Question: "How frequent are your contacts with these friends?"
Big five inventory 15: Question: "We are now going to make some statements. Please tell me how well do the following statements describe your personality ? 0 means "not at all" and 10 "completely". I am someone who..." …does a thorough job (conscientiousness) …is talkative (extraversion) …is sometimes rude to others (agreeableness) …is original, comes up with new ideas (openness) …worries a lot (neuroticism) …has a forgiving nature (agreeableness) …tends to be lazy (conscientiousness) …is outgoing, sociable (extraversion) …values artistic experiences (openness) …gets nervous easily (neuroticism) …does things efficiently (conscientiousness) …is reserved (extraversion) …is considerate and kind to almost everyone (agreeableness) …has an active imagination (openness) …remains calm in tense situations (neuroticism) 
